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To: Wendy Dixon

Fromr  Peie Gray

Please consider the following commeals as you prepare the finat EIS.
A copy of this will also be mailed to you.
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Comments on High-Level Waste snd The Yucca Mountain Repository
Hexe are sehedule and cost comments about radidactive high-level waste and Yueca Mountain,
First some things w0 keep in mind as [ speak,
There are three major parties:
1, The Radioactive Waste group within DOE, or RW
2. The civilian electric utilities using nuclear power to make electricity, or the nuclear utilities, and
3. The Detense Production group within DOE making materials for weapons, or DP

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 has four major features, among others. These mandated:

1. The repository would open January 31, 1998 — 21 months ago,

2. A foc for clectricity generated by nuclear of 1 mill/kwhr (&), or 1/10% of a cent,

3. Anequivalent fee for defense high-level waste, and

4, The earliest waste goes first.

All theee DP sites are older than the oldest civilisn nuclear etectric plant: .
1. Hanford is 1944

2. Idaho is 1951 or 1952

3. Savannah River is 1953

4, Dresden 1 in Ilinois is 1960

Now, some facts!

1. A gram of fissile material undergoing fission will produce the same quantity of radicactive waste,
called fission products, regardless of whether a civilian or Defense Production reastor is used.

Most electric plants have a thermal efficiency of sround 33%; that is, 1 kilowatt-hewr of eleetricity is

produced by about 3 kilowatt-hours of thermal power.

The electric rate at the best nuclear plant is about 2 centa/kwhr and is as high as 7 cents/kwhr at some

OF all the radioactive waste produced, and to be produced, in the US, the DF share is about 3-3% aud.
the civilian share about 95-97% on & graum or kwhr basis.

'The utilities, mandated by law, started paying their fees on schedule as given in the NWPA. The DP
folks, financed by Congress, were quite late in starting to pay into the waste disposal fund.

The cost of the whole repasitory program has been estimated at about $40 billion.

I don't know how mruch taxpayer money DP has paid but the last numbers I saw years agg had DP
paying not 5% of what the uilities were paying, but an equal amount. Abowut $250 million sach.

[d

e - o

Next, where does the money come from?

1. Almost everyome in the US pays taxes and is defended by the nuclear weapons of the DOD, but
2. Only those ganing electricity from nuclear plants are paying thair electric bills to those utilities.

So the taxpayer is NOT the same person as the one who buys nuclear power.

Lastly, it is important to realize that a repository to isolate the radicective waste from humags is needed
only because of radiouctivity. No radioactivity — no disposal and isolation requiremments — no repository.

So we are addressing the issues about Yucesa Mountain only because of the radioactive tission products.

Now some conciusions 1 draw from things ["ve just said.
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Timing (aud it s coists assoclated with it

1. | Yucca should have started taking waste 21 months ago. The nuclear power folks and DP should get
together and sue the pants off the RW folks for being late because RW put them to extra costs to hold
_waste longer. Sulng? Chance of success is zilch. Winning a lawsuit? Chance is zilch squared! |
2 | DP waste is older, even at the ncwest plant (SRS), by seven years than at the oldest civilian plant.
“Thus DP waste should go first. But, RW has scheduled DP to wait five years after the civilians start

baving their wastz accepted. Were DP taken first, SRS might not have to build another glass
storage building. Chance of redress here is zilch. The taxpayers will take it on the chin once agein, |

Costs (Tsn't this really the bottom line?) -

1. Because 1 kwhr (¢) is made by 3 kwhr (therinal), the cost for the uttlities should be 1/3 of & mill/kwhr
(thermal) or 1/30™ of & cent per kwhr (thermal),

2. Because a kwhr (thermal) at any plant — civilian or DP, will produce the same amount of radioactive
waste, shouldn®t the fes be the same for both? The law says so. Namely, 173 millkwhe (thermal) for
civilian and DP. Afterall, we zre only disposing of identical quantities of fission products, which will
have the seme tisk per gram, or per kwhr (thermal) or per any other measure.

3. Hereis the punch line! The RW folks have somehow decided that DI shiould be charged ahout 10

" billion, or 25% of the cost, not 2 billion (or 5%5), which wonld be equivalent to the DP share of fission
products (or risk) dispased of. Do you tax payers feel happy about being taxed 8 billion ektra to
subsidize the nuclear plants? I'll bet nott

4, Think what the feds might use that extea 8 billion for. There are plenty of good federal progtams that
could use help. But [ fear that the DP folks don’t have as strong & lobby as the utilities do, So, once
agein, 1 think the chances for any comreetions will be zilch.

5. If the most efficient plant sells juice for 2 cents per kwhr (e), the disposal fee is only 5% of their
income from that plant. Jsn't that really quite a bargain? The waste would be gone irretrievahly
forever. Whit a deal! And for the plants at 7 cents per kwhr, the percent for the disposal fic is 1/10%
ceut divided by 7 cents, or less than 1 %4 %. A whopper of a bargain. All gained at the taxpayers

G, ﬁndasi‘vemenﬁomdbetbrc,iftheSRSwmdm'tgoﬁrstbutmitforﬁveexu'ay&ars.wemay

wind up with another glass waste storage building. Built at great expense to the taxpayers. The chance
of our SKS waste being taken first? I'fl bet it is zlch! |

Well, I just thought I'd float thess data by you. I don’thold any hope for any relief for the taxpayer or any
actions being taken that are in troe eompliance with the law., But I do want these things known. So I leave
them with you. [ have handouts of my words 50 you can see theta in casze I spoke too rapidly.

'Would you please ensure that my remarks here tonight are printed and are fully answered in print by DOE
in their EIS. Please also ensure that minor errors on my part, like numbers that ave approximaté or
acTouyms that may have changed, are no cause tor DOE to provide non-answers ot picayune quibbling as
they have done in the past A straight answer for the sake of citizens and taxpayers iscequested.

Thank you,
Peter .. Gray
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